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DETAILED ACTION 



Applicant's response was received and entered June 01, 2006. 

Claims 1-70 are pending. Claims 1, 30, 52 & 61 are amended. 
Application is currently pending. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments and amendments with respect to amended claims 1, 30, 
52 & 61 and previously presented claims 2-42, & 52-70 filed June 01, 2006 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to previously presented claims 43-51 filed 
June 01, 2006 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The Examiner 
would like to point out that this action is made final (See MPEP 706.07a). 

Applicant contends that there is no teaching or suggestion in Schmidt or Kirihata 
that their teachings may be combined, since Schmidt dies not teach or suggest 
comparing test result. The Applicant further contends that the recited references fail to 
recite an amplifier, a frequency filter, an oscillator, an inductor the location of these parts 
and the difference between differential amplifiers and power amplifiers. The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
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references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347. 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Schmidt clearly 
teaches the use of comparing means in paragraph [0027]: "Next, the computer 22 
downloads a test pattern into the DRAM and executes the test pattern to eliminate 
devices with bad RAM (step 50). To minimize the risk of corruption, the flash memory 
test program downloaded to the device 10 can be verified using suitable techniques 
such as cyclic redundancy code (CRC) test. In one embodiment, the memory test 
routine supplies the test data to the DRAM under test to write the test data in a specified 
address and compares the data in the specified address with the expected data to 
determine whether that particular memory location works properly." 

The Examiner would like to add that amplification and filtering is just means of 
altering the frequency of a signal, which clearly taught in Schmidt. The differential 
amplifiers of claim 25 perform the function "to permit the associated transceiver to 
receive to transmit signals." The examiner would like to point out that clearly all the 
transceivers in Schmidt are permitted to receive or transmit signals. Further Schmidt 
explicitly mentions the apparatus including an amplifier and oscillator in paragraph 
[0042]: "In one embodiment, the cellular radio core 110 includes a transmitter/receiver 
section that is connected to an off-chip antenna. The transmitter/receiver section is a 
direct conversion radio that includes an l/Q demodulator, transmit/receive 
osciilator/clock generator, multi-band power amplifier. Lastly, the fact that the 
references do not explicitly mention the location of the amplifiers, filters does not mean 
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that they are not formed on the scribe line. Further the relocation of parts is held to be 
obvious In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, 

In response to applicants argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning for the combination of 
Schmidt and Menich et al., it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is 
in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as 
it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only 
from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 
443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



' f 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious under Kirihata 
et al. US Pat no. 5,764,655. 

As per claim 1 : 

Kirihata et al. teaches a system to test integrated circuits on a wafer (Figure 4 # 
21), comprising: a transceiver formed on the wafer (Figure 4 #26, column 5. lines 49- 
56); and an antenna system couplable to the transceiver (column 6, lines 59-61). 
Kirihata et al. does not teach the exact location of the transceiver. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
place the transceiver in an area other then the area used to form the integrates circuit, 
since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, 

As per claim 2: 

Kirihata et al. teaches the system, wherein the transceiver is couplable to a 
plurality of integrated circuits formed on the wafer (Figure 4 # 22, 23, & 24) to test 
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selected ones of the plurality of integrated circuits (Figure 4 # 22, column 6, lines 61- 
67). 

As per claim 3: 

Kirihata et al. teaches the system of claim 2, wherein the transceiver is adapted 
to apply test signals to at least one selected integrated circuit (Figure 4 # 22, column 6, 
lines 66-67) of the plurality of integrated circuits to test the at least one selected 
integrated circuit in response to the antenna system receiving a signal (column 6, lines 
59-65). 

As per claim 4: 

Kirihata et al. teaches the system of claim 2, wherein the antenna system is 
adapted to transmit signals corresponding to results from testing at least one selected 
integrated circuit of the plurality of integrated circuits (column 7, lines 1-5). 

As per claim 5: 

Kirihata et al. teaches the system of claim 2, further comprising a multiplexing 
circuit (Figure 2 "MUX", column 2, lines 30-35) to couple the transceiver to each of the 
plurality of integrated circuits. 

As per claim 6: 

Kirihata et al. teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the antenna system 
comprises one of a loop antenna (column 6, lines 59-61), a pair of dipole antennas or 
an antenna array formed by loop (column 6, lines 59-61) or dipole antenna elements. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 7-19 & 30-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
over Tuttle et al. US Patent no. 5,983,363 B1. 

As per claim 1 : 
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Tuttle et al. teaches a system to test integrated circuits on a wafer (Figure 1 # 
10), comprising: a transceiver formed on the wafer (Figure 3 # 12, column 5. lines 53- 
54); and an antenna system couplable to the transceiver (column 5, lines 54-56). Tuttle 
does not teach the exact location of the transceiver. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to place the 
transceiver in an area other then the area used to form the integrates circuit, since it has 
been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In 
re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, 

As per claim 7 & 30: 

Tuttle et al. teaches the system of claim 1, further comprising: a plurality of 
transceivers (column 1, lines 63-67), each adapted to receive and transmit signals to 
test selected ones of a multiplicity of integrated circuits formed on the wafer (column 2, 
lines 36-39) and each of the transceivers being formed at a different location on the 
wafer (Figure 1 # 12); and a plurality of antenna systems, each antenna system being 
coupleable to at least one of the plurality of transceivers (column 2, lines 2-4) and each 
of the plurality of antenna systems being formed at different locations on the wafer 
(Figure 1 # 12). Tuttle does not teach the exact location of the transceiver. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to place the transceiver in an area other then the area used to form the integrates 
circuit, since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine 
skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, 

As per claim 8 & 32: 
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Turtle et al. teaches the system of claim 7, wherein each transceiver of the 
plurality of transceivers or each transceiver in a subset of transceivers of the plurality of 
transceivers are each adapted to transmit test result signals simultaneously on different 
radio frequencies (column 2, lines 36-39). 

As per claim 9: 

Turtle at al. teaches the system of claim 7, wherein each of the antenna systems 
is formed to minimize electromagnetic interference with the multiplicity of integrated 
circuits during testing (column 2, lines 10-16). 

As per claim 10&33: 

Turtle et al. teaches the system of claim 7, wherein each of the transceivers and 
antenna systems are formed in a predetermined distribution on the wafer (Figure 4) 
As per claim 1 1 : 

Turtle et al. teaches the system of claim 10, wherein the predetermined 
distribution is adapted to minimize space utilization, facilitate optimum testing of a 
selected number of integrated circuits simultaneously (column 5-6, lines 60-59), and to 
minimize electromagnetic interference with the integrated circuits during testing and 
between different transceivers and associated antenna systems (column 2, lines 10-16). 

As per claim 12 & 31: 

Turtle et al. teaches the system of claim 7, further comprising a multiplexing 
circuit (Figure 3 # 122), wherein an integrated circuit to be test and an associated 
transceiver are selectable by at least one of a word-line or a bit-line and wherein the 
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transceiver is adapted to select a proper stream of test data of the integrated circuit 
under test from the multiplexing circuit (column 5, lines 15-37). 
As per claim 13 & 34: 

Tuttle et al. teaches the system of claim 7, further comprising a word-line/bit-line 
power distribution scheme adapted to select an integrated circuit to be tested and an 
associated transceiver and to distribute test mode power to the selected integrated 
circuit to be tested and the associated transceiver (column 5, lines 39-48). 

As per claim 19: 

Tuttle et al. teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the transceiver is adapted to 
receive and to transmit signals to perform real-time tests periodically during fabrication 
of the wafer (column 5, lines 23-37). 

As per claim 30: 

Tuttle et al. teaches a system to test integrated circuits on a wafer, comprising: a 
plurality of transceivers (column 1 , lines 63-67) each adapted to receive and transmit 
signals to test selected ones of a multiplicity of integrated circuits formed on the wafer 
(column 2, lines 36-39) and each of the transceivers being formed at a different location 
on the wafer in one of a plurality of scribe lines formed in the wafer or at other locations 
on the wafer (Figure 1 # 12); and at least one antenna systems couplable to the plurality 
of transceivers (column 2, lines 2-4). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1. 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C, 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 14-20, 31, 35, & 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious under Schmidt US PG-Pub No. 20020196029 A1. 

As per claim 1 : 

Schmidt teaches a system to test integrated circuits on a wafer (Figure 1 #10), 
comprising: a transceiver formed on the wafer (Figure 1 # 18); and an antenna system 
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couplable to the transceiver (Figure 4 # 193, paragraph [0046]). Schmidt does not teach 
the exact location of the transceiver. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to place the transceiver in an area 
other then the area used to form the integrates circuit, since it has been held that 
rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 
USPQ 70, 

As per claim 7 & 31: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1, further comprising: a plurality of 
transceivers, each adapted to receive and transmit signals to test selected ones of a 
multiplicity of integrated circuits formed on the wafer and each of the transceivers being 
formed at a different location on the wafer and a plurality of antenna systems, each 
antenna system being coupleable to at least one of the plurality of transceivers and 
each of the plurality of antenna systems being formed at different locations on the wafer 
(Figure 1). Schmidt does not teach the exact location of the transceiver. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to place the transceiver in an area other then the area used to form the integrates 
circuit, since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine 
skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, 

As per claim 14 & 35: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the transceiver receives power 
via one of a probe (Figure 3 # 208, paragraph [0021]), a radio frequency power signal 
(paragraph [0046]), a word-line or a bit-line, and a pad electrically connectable to the 
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transceiver, wherein the pad is connectable to an external power source (Figure 4 # 
195, paragraph [0046]). 
As per claim 15: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1 , further comprising a pad formed 
proximate to a periphery of the wafer and electrically connectable to the transceiver to 
provide power to the transceiver (paragraph [0045]). 

As per claim 16: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1 , further comprising another transceiver 
(Figure 1 # 24) and test unit (Figure 1 # 22) external to the wafer and adapted to 
transmit scan test vectors to the transceiver on the wafer and to receive test results 
from the transceiver on the wafer (paragraph [0018]). 

As per claim 17: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 16, wherein the transceiver is adapted to 
transmit self-test data and to receive and transmit scan test vectors from the external 
transceiver and test unit (Figure 1 # 22, paragraph [0018]). 

As per claim 18: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the transceiver is adapted to 
provide one of an amplitude shift keying (ASK) or an on-off keying (OOK) modulation 
scheme (Figure 4 # 1 16, paragraph [0043]). 

As per claim 20: 
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Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the transceiver is adapted to 
receive and to transmit signals to perform real-time tests periodically during fabrication 
of the wafer (paragraph [0008]). 

As per claim 28: 

Schmidt teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the antenna system comprises 
an antenna external to the wafer and wherein the transceiver is connectable to the 
antenna by a wafer boat or fixture (Figure 1 # 20 paragraph [0019]). 

As per claim 29 & 42: 

Schmidt teaches The system of claim 1, further comprising: an insulative layer 
formed on the wafer; and a conductive layer formed on the insulative layer and 
electrically connecting to the transceiver via an opening formed in the insulative layer to 
test selected ones of the integrated circuits during manufacturing, wherein the insulative 
layer and the conductive layer are removable for further fabrication of the integrated 
circuits (paragraph [0021], this is the basic structure of any wafer). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 21, 36, 43 & 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schmidt US PG-Pub No. 20020196029 A1 and further in view of 
Kirihata et al. US Pat no. 5,764,655. 

As per claim 21, 36: 

Schmidt substantially teaches the system as rejected in claim 1 , wherein the 
transceiver comprises: a down converter to convert a received radio frequency (RF) 
signal to an intermediate frequency (IF) signal (paragraph [0042], lines 7-10); a received 
signal strength indicator (RSSI) (paragraph [0042], lines 7-10); a limiting amplifier to 
amplify the IF signal in response to the RSSI (paragraph [0042], lines 11-15). 

Schmidt does not explicitly teach a comparator to generate a data signal in 
response to the amplified IF signal. 
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However Kirihata et al. in an analogous art teaches a comparator embedded in 
the RF Wand or the chip (column 7, lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate a comparator within the teachings of Schmidt, 
since one of ordinary skill in the art would have realized that incorporating a comparator 
would have allowed for only the transmission of the test results, which are different from 
the ones stored in the memory. Further it should be noted that the function of generating 
a data signal in response to the amplified IF signal is already being performed in 
Schmidt (paragraph [0042], lines 1 1-15), it is only that Schmidt does not explicitly state 
the apparatus that is performing the above function. 

As per claim 43 & 44: 

Schmidt substantially teaches the system a transceiver comprising: a down 
converter to convert a received radio frequency (RF) signal to an intermediate 
frequency (IF) signal (paragraph [0042], lines 7-10); a received signal strength indicator 
(RSSI) (paragraph [0042], lines 7-10); a limiting amplifier to amplify the IF signal in 
response to the RSSI (paragraph [0042], lines 11-15), wherein each of the down 
converter, RSSI, amplifier and comparator are formed in a scribe line formed in the 
wafer (Figure 1). 

Schmidt does not explicitly teach a comparator to generate a data signal in 
response to the amplified IF signal. 

However Kirihata et al. in an analogous art teaches a comparator embedded in 
the RF Wand or the chip (column 7, lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate a comparator within the teachings of Schmidt, 
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since one of ordinary skill in the art would have realized that incorporating a comparator 
would have allowed for only the transmission of the test results, which are different from 
the ones stored in the memory. Further it should be noted that the function of generating 
a data signal in response to the amplified IF signal is already being performed in 
Schmidt (paragraph [0042], lines 1 1-15), it is only that Schmidt does not explicitly state 
the apparatus that is performing the above function. 

Claims 22 & 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmidt US PG-Pub No. 20020196029 A1 and further in view of Menich et al. US Pat 
no. 4,704,734. 

As per claim 22 & 37: 

Schmidt substantially teaches the system as rejected in claim 1 above, wherein 
the transceiver comprises a filter to filter selected frequency band signals (paragraph 
[0040], lines 1-12); a voltage controlled oscillator to receive a filtered signal from the 
filter (paragraph [0042], lines 1-6); and a power amplifier to modulate a carrier signal 
from the voltage controlled oscillator by a data input signal (paragraph [0042], lines 11- 
15). 

Schmidt does not explicitly teach a phase/frequency detector to receive an input 
or reference signal and a charge pump to receive. 

However, Menich et al. in an analogous art teaches a phase/frequency detector 
to receive an input or reference signal and a charge pump to receive (column 7, lines 1- 
65). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
operating procedure of the transceiver as described by Menich et al. in Schmidt's 
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invention, since doing so would have enables Schmidt's invention to test multiple 
circuits at different frequencies with minimum interference. Further it should be noted 
that Schmidt does not go in detail in explaining the method of operation of the 
transceiver but the procedure disclosed in paragraphs [0040-0042] is essentially the 
same as disclosed in the above claim. Hence, it would be obvious to interpret the 
procedure of the above claim from Schmidt itself, without using Menich et al. 

Claims 45 & 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmidt US PG-Pub No. 20020196029 Al, in view of Kirihata et al. US Pat no. 
5,764,655 and further in view of Menich et al. US Pat no, 4,704,734. 

As per claims 45 & 46: 

Schmidt substantially teaches the system as rejected in claim 43 above, wherein 
the transceiver comprises a filter to filter selected frequency band signals (paragraph 
[0040], lines 1-12); a voltage controlled oscillator to receive a filtered signal from the 
filter (paragraph [0042], lines 1-6); and a power amplifier to modulate a carrier signal 
from the voltage controlled oscillator by a data input signal (paragraph [0042], lines 11- 
15), wherein each of the phase/frequency detector, charge pump, filter, voltage 
controlled oscillator and power amplifier are formed in a scribe line formed in the wafer 
(Figure 1). 

Schmidt does not explicitly teach a phase/frequency detector to receive an input 
or reference signal, a charge pump to receive and a comparator to generate a data 
signal in response to the amplified IF signal. 
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Menich et al. in an analogous art teaches a phase/frequency detector to receive 
an input or reference signal and a charge pump to receive (column 7, lines 1-65). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
operating procedure of the transceiver as described by Menich et al. in Schmidt's 
invention, since doing so would have enables Schmidt's invention to test multiple 
circuits at different frequencies with minimum interference. Further it should be noted 
that Schmidt does not go in detail in explaining the method of operation of the 
transceiver but the procedure disclosed in paragraphs [0040-0042] is essentially the 
same as disclosed in the above claim. Hence, it would be obvious to interpret the 
procedure of the above claim from Schmidt itself, without using Menich et al. 

Kirihata et al. in an analogous art teaches a comparator embedded in the RF 
Wand or the chip (column 7, lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate a comparator within the teachings of Schmidt, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have realized that incorporating a comparator would have 
allowed for only the transmission of the test results, which are different from the ones 
stored in the memory. Further it should be noted that the function of generating a data 
signal in response to the amplified IF signal is already being performed in Schmidt 
(paragraph [0042], lines 11-15), it is only that Schmidt does not explicitly state the 
apparatus that is performing the above function. 

Claims 23, 24, 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tuttle et al. US Patent no. 5,983.363 B1 . 

As per claims 23, 24 & 39: 
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Tuttle et al. substantially teaches the system as rejected in claim 1 above. 

Tuttle et al. does not explicitly teach the system, wherein the transceiver and the 
wafer are formed in one of a scribe line on the wafer. 

However, Tuttle et al. teaches the system, wherein the transceiver and antenna 
are formed in a cavity isolated from the rest of the circuitry (Figure 4 # 71, column 5, 
lines 55-67). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use form the transceiver and the antenna on the scribe 
line instead of the cavity, since the examiner takes Official Notice of the equivalence of 
scribe and cavity for their use in the art and within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

Claims 25, 40, 41, 47, 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tuttle et al. US Patent no. 5,983.363 B1, in view of Schmidt US PG- 
Pub No. 20020196029 Al and further in view of Kirihata et al. US Pat no. 5,764,655. 

Tuttle et al. teaches the system of claim 24 as shown in the rejection above. 

Tuttle et al. does not explicitly teach the exact use of amplifiers or loop antennas. 

Schmidt in an analogous art teaches a plurality of differential amplifier circuits, 
each differential amplifier circuit being associated with one of the plurality of 
transceivers, wherein only one of the plurality of differential amplifier circuits is active at 
any given time to permit the associated transceiver to receive or transmit signals 
(paragraph [0042]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use 
amplifiers within the teaching of Tuttle et al. since one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have recognized that using an amplifier would have strengthened the testing signal in 
Tuttle et al.'s invention. 
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Kirihata et al. in an analogous art teaches a loop antenna adapted to be shared 
by a plurality of transceivers (column 6, lines 59-61). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to use the loop antennas within the teaching of Tuttle et al. 
since one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that using a loop antenna 
would have enabled the testing device to phase out unwanted noise or an unwanted 
other signal coming from a different direction because a loop antenna is insensitive to 
localized electric field noise. Further it should be noted that Tuttle et al. and Schmidt are 
already using an antenna in their invention, but they have not specified which exact 
kind. Since a loop antenna falls under the general category of antenna, it should be 
noted that the above rejection is further strengthened due to this observation. 

Claims 26, 27, 49, 50 & 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tuttle et al. US Patent no. 5,983,363 B1 and further in view of 
Terranova et al US PG-Pub no. 20020160722 Al. 

As per claim 26 & 49: 

Tuttle et al. teaches the system of claim 24 as shown in the rejection above. 

Tuttle et al. does not explicitly teach an antenna system wherein the antenna 
further comprises an inductor connected in parallel with each differential amplifier. 

However, Terranova et al. in an analogous art teaches the antenna system 
further comprises an inductor connected in parallel (paragraph [0084]) with each 
differential amplifier circuit (paragraph [0089]), wherein the inductor completes the loop 
antenna when an associated differential amplifier circuit is disabled (paragraph [0090- 
0105]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a an inductor 
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and amplifier circuit within the teachings of Tuttle et al., since one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have recognized that functioning of loop antenna depends on inductance and 
hence even though Tuttle et al. does not explicitly explain the structure of the antenna in 
his invention, a loop antenna would fall under the category of an antenna. 
As per claim 27, 50 & 51 : 

Tuttle et al. teaches the system of claim 24 as shown in the rejection above. 

Tuttle et al. does not explicitly teach an antenna system wherein the antenna 
further comprises an inductor connected in parallel with each differential amplifier and 
including a FET to couple a voltage source. 

However, Terranova et al. in an analogous art teaches the antenna system 
further comprises an inductor connected in parallel (paragraph [0084]) with each 
differential amplifier circuit (paragraph [0089]), wherein the inductor completes the loop 
antenna when an associated differential amplifier circuit is disabled (paragraph [0090- 
0105]) and a field effect transistor (FET) to couple a voltage source to a node between 
each pair of inductors, wherein the voltage source is connected to the node in response 
to an RF carrier signal from an associated one of the plurality of transceivers being 
applied to a gate of the FET (paragraph [0090]), wherein the loop antenna is physically 
small compared to a wavelength at which the loop antenna operates (paragraph [0160- 
0181]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a an 
inductor, amplifier circuit and a FET within the teachings of Tuttle et al.. since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that functioning of loop antenna depends 
on inductance and the use of a FET allows for fast switching times, hence even though 
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Tuttle et al. does not explicitly explain the structure of the antenna in his invention, a 
loop antenna would fall under the category of an antenna. 
As per claim 52-70: 

These claims are directed to a method of the system of Claims 1-51. Schmidt, 
Kirihata et al., Menich et al., Tuttle et al., Terranova et al., either alone or in 
combination as stated above, teach the system as set forth in Claims 1-51 . Therefore, 
Schmidt, Kirihata et al., Menich et al., Tuttle et al., Terranova et al., also teach, either 
alone or in combination as stated above, the method as set forth in claims 52-70. 

Related Art 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Additional pertinent prior arts, US Pat no. (6794310 B1 
6487681 B1. 3091734 A, 5448110 A, 6268774 B1, 5003316 A. 5437057 A, 4609911 A) 
mention the same wafer testing procedure which includes the use of transceivers and 
antennas included herein for Applicant's review. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to the final action is set to expire in THREE 
MONTH from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of the final acfion and the advisory action is not mailed 
until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened 
statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension 
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fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory 
action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saqib J. Siddiqui whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6553. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 to 4:30. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Albert Decady can 
be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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